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I.  DECLARATI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Peak O |/Bay Druns Site
Brandon, H |1 sborough County, Florida

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci sion docunent presents the selected renedial action for Qperable Unit Three at the Peak
Ql/Bay Druns site in Brandon, Hillsborough County, Florida, which was chosen in accordance with
t he Conprehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as
anended by the Superfund Anendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA), and, to the extent
practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This
deci sion is based on the Admi nistrative Record for the site.

The State of Florida, as represented by the Florida Departnment of Environmental Regul ation
(FDER), has been the support agency during the Renmedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
process for the Peak O l/Bay Druns site. In accordance with 40 CFR 300.430, as the support
agency, FDER has provided input during this process. Based upon comments received fromFDER it
is expected that concurrence will be forthcom ng; however, a formal letter of concurrence has
not yet been received.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an
i mm nent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDY

The Peak G| and Bay Druns sites were ranked on the National Priorities List (NPL) as one site
because of their close proximty and indiscrimnate waste di sposal practices which resulted in
the contam nation of adjacent surface water and groundwater. The renedy sel ected by EPA for the
Peak O |/Bay Druns site will be conducted in four separate phases, known as operable units.



Qperable Unit One will address the source of contam nation at the Peak Ol site. Qperable Unit
Two will address the appropriate remedi ation for thegroundwater at both the Peak G| and Bay
Druns sites. Qperable Unit Three, presented in this Record of Decision, will address the source
of contam nation at the Bay Druns site, which constitutes a principal threat. Finally, Operable
Unit Four will address the appropriate renmedi ation for the wetlands surrounding the Peak QI,
Bay Druns, and Reeves Sout heastern sites.

The response action selected in this ROD addresses the principal threats posed by Bay Druns site
soils and sedinents. The selected renedy for Qperable Unit Three consists of the follow ng
nmaj or conponents:
Dredge contam nated sedi ments whi ch exceed performance standards fromthe pond areas and
north drainage ditch and treat in an on-site stabilization/solidification treatnent

process,

Excavat e contam nated soils which exceed perfornmance standards and treat in an on-site
stabilization/solidification treatnment process;

Backfill excavated areas and surface ponds with clean fill;
Di spose of treated soils and sediments on-site above the water table;
Construct a |l ow perneability clay cap over stabilized nateri al

Denol i sh/dismantle all on-site structures and dispose in an appropriately permtted
off-site landfill;

Di spose of non-hazardous debris present at the site in an appropriately permtted off-site
landfill;

Di spose of shingle debris (known as the On-site Shingles) in accordance with al
appl i cabl e Federal, State, and | ocal requirenents;

Construct drai nage ditches as needed to prevent ponding of water on the site;

Pl ace 1 foot of topsoil over renmaining portions of the site and revegetate the site with
native grasses to prevent erosion of the cap and backfilled areas.

Conduct groundwater nonitoring on a periodic basis in conjunction with groundwater
treatment to assess contam nant migration

Erect an eight-foot security fence with appropriately spaced warning signs to prevent
entry;

Record deed notices with Hillsbhorough County advising that hazardous constituents are
di sposed on-site

STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with Federal and
State requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedi al
action, and is cost-effective. This renedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and alternative

t r eat ment

technol ogi es to the nmaxi mum extent practicable and satisfies the statutory preference for



remedi es that enploy treatnent that reduces toxicity, nobility, or volume as a principa
el ement .

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site, a reviewwll be
conducted within five years after commencenent of renedial action to ensure that the renedy
continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the environnent.
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I'1.  DECI SI ON SUMVARY
1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Bay Druns site is located on State Road 574 (S.R 574) east of Tanpa, Florida in the

uni ncor porated community of Brandon, Florida. A general site location map is presented in
Figure 1. Specifically, the site is situated approximately 1/4 mle west of Faul kenburg Road)
Fi gure 2).

The 14.8 acre site is bounded on the north by the Seaboard Coastline Railroad right-of-way, on
the east by an abandoned railroad spur line, on the south by a wetland area, and on the west by
a Tanpa El ectric Conpany (TECO easenent. Immediately east of the railroad spur line lies the
Peak

Q1| site with which the Bay Druns site was co-ranked on the National Priorities List (NPL)
Located directly across S.R 574 is the Reeves Sout heastern Gal vani zing Plant NPL site, and
located east of the Peak G| site is the Reeves Southeastern Wre property. A generalized | ayout
of the Bay Druns site is provided in Figure 3

The Bay Druns site is a former drumreconditioning facility. Although the facility is no | onger
operational, when the Bay Druns site was active, drumreconditioning occurred within the

buil dings on the eastern portion of the site, and druns were often stored beneath the power
lines and west to a vacant lot. In the past, nearly all of the site property was used for drum
storage, although the active drumreconditioning area only covered approxi mately 2 acres in the
northeast corner of the site (see Figure 3).

Prior to developnent in 1962, this site consisted of an open field sparsely populated with snal
trees, with an approxi mately one-acre wetland on the eastern portion of the site. This wetland
drained into a sonewhat |arger (approxinmately 5 acre) wetland about 300 feet to the southwest.
Currently, surface drainage on the northern portion of the site is north to a ditch along the
sout hern edge of the Seaboard Coastline Railroad, and the ditch then flows west. The southern
portion of the site drains to the wetland area south of the site. The larger wetland (known as
the "central wetland") has no surficial outlet. This wetland, which was fornerly distinct from
the site, is presently connected hydrol ogically above ground with the Bay Druns pond, which is
the southern tip of the original on-site wetland

2.0 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

Bay Druns Inc. was incorporated on Septenber 26, 1962. Few details are known of the early days
of the operation. Exam nation of aerial photographs dated Cctober 27, 1965 shows that a berm
was constructed across the southern portion of the site, crossing the southern one-third of the
on-site wetland. No standing water was visible south of the berm

Aeri al photographs of the site illustrate a surface drai nage connection between the Peak Q|
site and the remai nder of the wetland on the Bay Druns site, north of the berm Two possible
routes are seen in the photographs for the discharge of wastes fromthe Bay Druns site: the
drai nage ditch north of the site, and the renaining wetland east of the drumreconditioning area
and north of the berm On an aerial photograph dated January 21, 1968, it was noted that the
wet | and renmaining on the Bay Druns site had changed col or, indicating a possible discharge of
waste. In March 1968, this wetland was sold to Benny and Lenore Genuardi (forner owners of Bay
Druns) .

From March 1974 to April 1978, the site was operated under different ownership as Tanpa Stee
Drum An aerial photograph dated March 6, 1975 shows druns |ocated in and along the western
edge of the wetland, again indicating that this area received waste material fromthe site. An



aeria

phot ogr aph dated Novenber 27, 1977 shows significant changes in the site. The wetland whi ch had
presunabl y been receiving wastes had been backfilled, possibly with material excavated fromthe
sout heast corner of the site where a new pond is visible (terned in this docunent the "backfil
pond"; the original on-site wetland north of the bermis ternmed the "backfilled" wetland). The
bermis no longer visible, and the southern tip of the original wetland south of the berm (now
terned the "Bay Drunms pond") appears dry. The drainage fromthe Peak G| Site had been
re-routed to the central wetland via an open ditch which was still visible during a

reconnai ssance of the site perforned in February 1988

Bay Druns, Inc. resuned operations in 1978 after Tanpa Steel Drumwent out of business. Aeria
phot ogr aphy dated Septenber 2, 1982 shows a new pond constructed in the western portion of the
original wetland (backfilled wetland). This pond (the "washwater hol ding pond" or, "hol ding
pond") is known to have received wastes fromthe drumreconditioning activities, but its date of
construction is unknown. Drumreconditioning activities ceased soneti me between 1982 and 1984.
In 1984, the Peak G| and Bay Druns sites were eval uated according to the Hazard Ranking System
and proposed on the NPL with a score of 58.15. These sites were ranked on the NPL as one
Superfund site due to their close proximty and indiscrimnate waste di sposal practices which
resulted in the contam nation of adjacent surface water and groundwater

Bet ween 1984 and 1986, the Bay Drums site was operated by Resource Recovery Associates, Inc.
During this tinme, waste roofing shingles were dunped on the ground throughout nost of the site
to heights ranging fromthree to nineteen feet. The stated intent of the conpany was to recycle
the shingles as asphalt, but no significant recycling ever occurred, and the site essentially
operated as an unpermtted dunp. On Novenber 12, 1986, EPA issued a CERCLA Section 106 Order to
the site operator requiring himto cease bringing nmaterials on-site and to renove materials
already located on the site. Al though the owner ceased di sposal operations, he failed to renove
the large anount of shingles already on the site. EPA later conducted a fund-financed renova

in 1989 torenove approximately 70,000 cubic yards of shingles fromthe site prior to begi nning
field activities. Follow ng the segregation of druns and other waste naterial fromthe shingles,
the shingles were placed on H |l sborough County property adjacent to the site, and a fence and
warni ng signs were erected around the shingles. These shingles are referred to in this ROD as
the Shingle Pile. These actions were necessary in order to evaluate the extent of soi

contam nation at the site

An estimated 27,000 cubic yards of shingles were left on-site because a tenporarily high water
table made it difficult to renove these nmaterials without al so renoving contam nated soils from
the site. Sone of these materials have been pushed into three snmall piles on the west side of
the site (known as shingle piles 1, 2, and 3 for sanpling and risk assessnent purposes), but the
remai ni ng shingles are present in various areas of the site at depths of 6 to 12 inches. Al of
these shingles are referred to collectively in this ROD as the On-site Shingles.

Sanpl i ng conducted in 1989 reveal ed the presence of buried druns and sl udges, which were |ater
found to be | ocated throughout the entire northeast corner of the site. Additionally, three
other drum burial areas were discovered south of the site buildings on Hllsborough County
property. Later that year, EPA renoved drums, soils, and sludges contam nated with volatile and
sem -vol atil e organi ¢ conpounds, pesticides, PCBs, and netals fromthe site. The drums were
decont am nat ed and di sposed off-site, while approximately 4,000 cubic yards of soils and other
materials were tenporarily stored in a lined and covered cell which EPA built on-site. In early
1990, EPA shi pped these contam nated nmaterials by rail to a regul ated hazardous waste di sposa
facility in Uah.

Bet ween 1990 and 1992, EPA conducted an RI/FS in order to further define site contam nation,
determ ne risks from exposure to contam nants, and evaluate cleanup alternatives to elimnate or



reduce site risks. The final R Report was published in July 1992, and the FS Report was
conpl eted i n Septenber 1992

To date, EPA has identified approxi mately 400 conpani es who arranged to have druns reconditioned
by or sold to Bay Druns Conpany and/or Tanpa Steel Druns Conpany. Between 1986 and 1991, EPA
issued notice letters to these potentially responsible parties (PRPs) advising themof their
potential liability. Al though the PRPs did not agree to conduct the RI/FS for the site, a group
of approxi mately 60 of these conpanies has forned a steering committee for the purposes of
negotiating a settlenment with EPA for the final cleanup at the site.

3.0 H GHLIGHTS OF COWUN TY PARTI CI PATI ON

In accordance with Sections 113 and 117 of CERCLA, EPA has conducted community relations
activities at the Bay Druns site to ensure that the public remains inforned concerning
activities at the site. During renoval activities at the site, EPA issued press releases to
keep the public informed. There was sone |ocal press coverage of EPA's activities, and EPA held
nmeetings with county and state officials to advise themof the progress at the site.

A community relations plan (CRP) was devel oped in 1988 and revised in 1989 to establish EPA' s
plan for comrunity participation during renedial activities. Follow ng conpletion of the RI/FS
a Proposed Plan fact sheet was nmailed to local residents and public officials in August 1992.
The fact sheet detailed EPA's preferred alternative for addressing the source of contam nation
(Operable Unit Three) at the Bay Druns site. Additionally, an Adm nistrative Record for the
site, which contains site related docunments including the Rl and FS reports and the Proposed
Plan for Operable Unit Three, was made available for public review at the informati on repository
in the Brandon Public Library. A notice of the availability of this Adm nistrative Record for
the Bay Druns site was published in the Tanpa Tri bune on August 11, 1992 and agai n on August 17
1992.

A 30-day public coment period was held from August 13, 1992 to Septenber 13, 1992 to solicit
public input on EPA's preferred alternative for Qperable Unit Three. Finally, EPA held a public
neeting on August 18, 1992 at the H Il sborough Community College to discuss the renedia
alternatives under consideration and to answer any questions concerning the Proposed Plan for
the site. EPA' s response to each of the comments received at the public neeting or during the
public comment period is presented in the Responsiveness Summary in Section Il of this ROD.

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renmedial action for contam nated soils and

sedinents at the Bay Druns site in Brandon, Florida, chosen in accordance with CERCLA, as

anmended by SARA, and to the extent practicable, the NCP. This decision is based on the

Adm ni strative Record for Qperable Unit Three at the site

4.0 SCCPE AND ROLE OF CPERABLE UNIT

As with many Superfund sites, the problens at the Peak O |/Bay Druns site are conplex. This

conplexity stens in part fromthe various nedia which are contam nated and fromthe proximty of

the Bay Druns site to the Peak G| and Reeves Superfund sites. As a result, EPA organi zed the

remedi al action at the Peak Q|/Bay Druns site into the four operable units (QJs) |isted bel ow
QU One: Contam nation in the soils and sedinments at the Peak Ol site

QU Two: Contamination in the groundwater at the Peak Q1 and Bay Druns sites.

QJ Three: Contamination in the soils and sedinents at the Bay Druns site.



QU Four: Contamination in the wetlands surrounding the Peak G|, Bay Druns, and
Reeves Sout heastern sites

Since contam nants of concern and other site conditions vary between the sites, different
remedi al actions to address source contam nation problens (soil and sedinent) were potentially
necessary for each. For this reason, a separate RI/FS and ROD has been conpl eted for addressing
source problens at each of the three sites. However, EPA el ected to conbine the eval uati on and
remedi ati on of wetlands and groundwater problens in the vicinity of the three sites since the
renmedi ati on of these nedia at any one of the sites would potentially inpact the other two sites.

In 1989, a group of PRPs for the Peak G| site, along with the Reeves Sout heastern Corporation
signed an admi nistrative consent order in which they agreed to conduct an Area- Wde G oundwater
RI/FS. EPA is currently preparing a ROD which contains a conprehensive renediation plan for
addr essing groundwater contami nation at the Peak Q| and Bay Druns sites. A separate RODis
bei ng devel oped to address groundwater contam nation at the Reeves site. Wtlands problens will
be addressed in a subsequent RCD.

The principal threats to human health and the environnent addressed by the Operable Unit Three
ROD are associated with current worker exposure to contam nated soils and sedi ments at the Bay
Druns site.

5.0 SUWARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS
5.1 Ceneral Site Characteristics

The climate in the Tanpa area is characterized by mld winters and relatively |ong, humd, and
warm sumers. Spring and fall tend to be dry, with the najority of the rainfall falling in the
summer. The general topography of the area is flat, with an average surface elevation at the
site of 37 feet above nean sea level (MSL). Elevations in areas surrounding the site range from
about 25 to 45 feet above MSL. Due to the site's elevation above MSL, tidal surges are not
likely to inpact the area

The Bay Druns site has several snall ponds, and a ditch runs along the northern side of the
site. Three wetlands areas exist near the site and are the subject of a separate Area-Wde
Wet | ands | npact | nvestigation by EPA. The wetlands are identified as the North, Central, and
South Wetl ands based on their orientation to the three Superfund sites. The southern portion of
the Bay Druns site slopes gradually to the south and southwest toward the Central Wetl and.

Land use in the area is either industrial or undevel oped, with the nearest single fanmly
residential area being 0.4 mles east of the Bay Druns facility. It is anticipated that the
primarily industrial character of the area surrounding the site will be naintained in the
future

The groundwat er system beneath the area consists of two nmajor water bearing units: an upper

aqui fer referred to as the surficial aquifer, and the Floridan aquifer system The surficial
aquifer is from9 feet to 37 feet thick with a saturated thickness of about 5 to 25 feet. It is
separated fromthe Floridan aquifer by the Hawthorne formation, a |low perneability clay |ayer
ranging from15 to 40 feet thick. The surficial aquifer is hydraulically connected to surface
waters (wetlands and streans), and the flow direction varies seasonally. Water |evels al so
fluctuate seasonally and change rapidly in response to rainfall and other natural influences.

As shown in Figure 4, the Suwannee Linestone fornation and the overlying Tanpa Li nestone
formati on conprise the upper portion of the Upper Floridan aquifer. Al though regionally the
Fl oridan aquifer flows to the southwest, in the site vicinity the flow direction shifts to the



northwest, possibly due to the proximty of the site to the Tanpa Bypass Canal, which reportedly
cuts into the lowperneability layer and reaches the upper Floridan aquifer in several places
The potentionetric surface of the upper Floridan aquifer is illustrated in Figure 5.

5.2 Results of Site Source Investigations
5.2.1 Previous Site Investigations

In February 1983, the Florida Departnent of Environnmental Regul ation (FDER) conducted a sanpling
investigation at the site. Water sanples were collected fromthe washwater hol di ng pond, the
on-site production well, and the discharge fromthe holding pond. Analytical results identified
the presence of heavy netals, volatile organic conpounds, and petrol eum hydrocarbons at the
site.

A nore extensive investigation was conducted by EPA in Septenber 1983 during which sanples were
collected fromsurface water, sedinents, soils, and groundwater at the site. The results of
this investigation confirmed the results of the earlier FDER study and reveal ed the presence of
pesticide contanmi nation in the storage areas.

EPA conduct ed another investigation in February 1986. Sanples collected during this

i nvestigation contai ned high concentrati ons of chlordane in surface soils, subsurface soils from
the saturated zone, and sedi nents. O ganic conpounds and el evated | evels of netals (including

|l ead and chromiun) were detected in groundwater at the site. Chlordane was al so detected in a
wat er sanpl e taken fromthe washwat er hol di ng pond.

In an April 1988 site reconnai ssance visit conducted by EPA, the volune of the shingle pile was
estimated, and subsurface soils were exam ned for visible contanmination using a hand auger

When the surface soils northwest of the washwater pond were disturbed, a strong odor of solvents
was noted, indicating the presence of high concentrations of solvents

5.2.2 Site Source Renedial |nvestigation

The Remedi al Investigation for site source contam nation was conducted by EPA between 1990 and

1992. Sanples of surface water, sedinent, soil, subsurface soils, and air were collected at the
site to determine the nature and extent of site source contam nation. A summary of the sanpling
results for each nediumis presented in Table 1 and discussed in nore detail in the follow ng
sections.

Soils

Surface and subsurface soils at the Bay Druns site are contam nated with a variety of organic
conmpounds and netals. Lead was detected in both surface and subsurface soils throughout the
site. As indicated in Table 1, lead concentrations as high as 1,600 ppmwere detected in
surface soils (0 to 2 ft. below land surface). Lead was detected in subsurface soil sanples at
concentrations as high as 2,500 ppm Qher netals such as chromum zinc, barium and arsenic
were al so detected frequently in certain areas of the site, but none of these were detected
above renedi al action objectives (RAGs).

The pesticides which were nost frequently detected in site soils included DDE, ethion, and
chlordane. O these contami nants, only chl ordane exceeded RAGs for the site. It should be
noted that the chlordane value for a given sanple consists of the sumof the followi ng seven
chl ordane constituents: gamma-chl ordane, al pha-chl ordane, chl ordene, gamma-chl ordene,

al pha-chl ordene, trans-nonachl or, and ci s-nonachl or



Various volatile organi c conpounds such as ethyl benzene, xylene, and seven carci nogenic

pol ynucl ear aronatic hydrocarbons (cPAHs) were identified in soils and are ubi quitous throughout
the site. In spite of their w despread presence, none of the volatile organi ¢c conpounds or
cPAHs exceeded RAGCs for the site.

Surface Water and Sedi nents

The sedinents at the Bay Drunms site are contam nated with heavy netals, pesticides and PCBs,
extractabl e organi ¢ conpounds (notably carcinogeni c PAHs) and purgeabl e organi ¢ conpounds.
However, of these constituents, lead is the only contam nant whi ch exceeded site-specific RAGCs,
with concentrations ranging up to 570 ppm Sone of the sane constituents were found in surface
waters at the site, but the high concentrations of these contam nants in the on-site sedinents
probably account for their presence in surface water sanples. The sedinents are |ikely serving
as a source for the continuing release of these contaminants into the surface waters.

Ar

Al t hough no vol atil e organi c conpounds were detected above background concentrations in air

sanpl es collected at sanpling |l ocations on and around the Bay Druns site, pesticides were
detected at the site after the renoval of shingles. Chlordane, heptachlor, DDE, and Dieldrin
were detected at | evels above the background concentrati ons determ ned during the RI. Chlordane
and its constituents were the pesticides detected at the highest concentrations. In sone
instances following removal activities, chlordane was detected in air sanples and determned to
be up to 1000 tines the pre-shingle renoval concentration. For this reason, air nonitoring
during renmedial activities is essential to ensure that site workers are adequately protected and
fugitive em ssions are not released fromthe site.

6.0 SUWARY OF SITE RI SKS
6.1 Human Health Risks

A Baseline Ri sk Assessnent was conducted by EPA as part of the Rl to estinmate the health or
environnental problens that could result if the Bay Druns site were not renediated. Results are
contained in Section 6 of the Final Remedial Investigation Report for the Bay Drunms site. A
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent represents an evaluation of the No Action alternative, in that it
identifies the risk present if no renedial action is taken. The assessnent considers
environnental nedi a and exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable |evels of exposure
now or in the foreseeable future. Data collected and anal yzed during the R provided the basis
for the risk evaluation. The risk assessnent process can be divided into four conponents:

contam nants of concern, exposure assessment, toxicity assessnent, and risk characterization

Generally, EPA evaluates site risks for all environnmental nedia in one risk assessnent and
determ nes cunul ative risk based on total exposure. However, due to the close proximty of the
Bay Drum Peak O, and Reeves Southeastern sites, EPA is evaluating risk posed by groundwater
exposure in a separate area-w de study. Since soils and sedinments evaluated in this study are a
source for the groundwater contam nation, the inpact on groundwater is discussed briefly in this
ri sk summary.

6.1.1 Contam nants of Concern

In general, the site contam nants which could pose a potential threat to human health are netals
(arsenic, lead), pesticides (chlordane, ethion), PCBs, and pol ynucl ear aronati c hydrocarbons
(PAHs). The site media which were evaluated in the baseline risk assessnent were soil (surface
and subsurface), sedinents, the waste pile (a tenporary pile of contam nated soil and debris



created during a renoval and | ater disposed off-site), on-site shingle piles 1, 2, and 3, and
air. The risk associated with exposure to on-site surface water was not eval uated due to the
low | evel s of contam nants in the surface water

For all contam nants except PAHs, the surface soil exposure point concentrations were based on
the nean concentration detected. However, for PAHs, which are widely distributed throughout the
site, the exposure point concentration is the 95% upper confidence limt (UCL) of the arithmetic
average. Based on the contam nant distribution, the exposure point concentration used for the
subsurface contam nants of concern was the nean concentration detected. The sedi nent exposure
concentration for the site water bodies represents the nean concentration detected if nore than
one sanple was collected. |If only one sanple was taken, this sanple data was used as the
exposure point concentration. Since the air contam nant of concern, chlordane, was detected

t hroughout the site, the exposure concentration is based on the UCL concentrati on. The nedia
contam nants of concern and exposure point concentrations are contained in Table 2

Currently, the site appears to be abandoned. Although on-site groundwater is not being used at
the present tine, it is classified as a Florida dass Il aquifer and therefore is a viable
source of groundwater for future consunption. The risks associated with exposure to groundwater
are addressed in the area-wi de risk assessnent, although the inpact of contam nant |eaching from
soils into groundwater was evaluated. Al so, the site is located in an area which is zoned for
industrial uses, and zoni ng changes woul d be necessary before devel opment of the site for

resi dential purposes could occur.

6.1.2 Exposure Assessnent

The current potential exposure pathways include the exposure of onsite workers and a young child
visitor to contam nated surface soil and air and the exposure of trespassers to contani nated
surface soil, the waste pile, onsite shingle piles 1, 2, and 3, and the sedinments in the site
wat er bodies. Since shingle pile 2 contained the highest contam nant concentrations, this data
was used to represent all three on-site shingle piles. Future potential exposure pathways
include the exposure of a child resident to surface and subsurface soils and the exposure of a
future adult worker to subsurface soil. For the subsurface pathway, the assunption was nade
that the subsurface soil was excavated during building construction and was avail able for the
direct contact exposure pathway. The exposure routes eval uated are ingestion and dernal
absorption resulting fromdirect contact with the site contam nated nedia and inhal ati on of

ai rborne contam nants. The exposure assunptions are contained in Table 3.

6.1.3 Toxicity Assessnent

Sl ope factors (SFs) have been devel oped by EPA' s Carci nogeni ¢ Assessnent Group for estinmating
lifetine cancer risks associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic contam nants of
concern. SFs, which are expressed in units of (ng/kg-day)[-1], are nmultiplied by the estimated
intake of a potential carcinogen, in ng/kg-day, to provide an upper-bound estimate of the excess
lifetine cancer risk associated with exposure at that intake |evel. The term "upper bound"
reflects the conservative estinmate of the risks calculated fromthe SC. Use of this approach
nmakes underestinmation of the actual cancer risk highly unlikely. Slope factors are derived from
resul ts of human epi dem ol ogi cal studies or chronic ani nal bi cassays to which ani mal -t o- human
extrapol ati on and uncertainty factors have been applied. The Sfs for the carcinogenic

contam nants of concern are contained in Table 4.

As an interimprocedure, until nore definitive Agency guidance is established, Region IV has
adopted a toxicity equivalency factor (TEF) nethodol ogy for eval uating carcinogenic PAHs. This
nmet hodol ogy is based on each conpound's rel ative potency to the potency of benzo (a) pyrene.
The



TEFs for the carcinogenic PAHs are contained in Table 4.

Ref erence doses (RfDs) have been devel oped by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse
health effects fromexposure to contam nants of concern exhibiting noncarcinogenic effects.

Rf Ds, which are expressed in units of ng/kg-day, are estinates of lifetime daily exposure |evels
for humans, including sensitive individuals. Estimted intakes of contam nants of concern from
environnental nedia (e.g. the amount of a contam nant of concern ingested from contan nated
drinking water) can be conpared to the RfD. RfDs are derived from human epi dem ol ogi cal studies
or aninmal studies to which uncertainty factors have been applied (to account for the use of
animal data to predict effects on humans). The RfDs for the noncarci nogenic contam nants of
concern are contained in Table 4.

6.1.4 Risk Characterization
For carcinogens, risks are estimated as the increnental probability of an individual devel oping
cancer over a lifetinme as a result of exposure to the carcinogen. Excess lifetine cancer risk

is calculated fromthe foll owi ng equation

Risk = CD x SC

wher e: risk = a unitless probability of an individua
devel opi ng cancer
CDl = chronic daily intake averaged over 70 years

(no/ kg- day)
SC = slope-factor, expressed as (ny/kg-day)[-1].



Table 2
Exposure Point Concentration

Chemi cal Concentration

Soi |l (Surface and Subsurface) (ng/kg)

Surf ace Subsur f ace
Arsenic 13 7
Chl or dane 6.2 NA
Et hi on 5 NA
Lead 704 809
Car ci nogeni ¢ PAHs[ a] 16.7 6
PCBs 18 NA

Sedi nent (ng/ kg)

Nort h Drai nage Renoval Pond
Ditch No. 2
Car ci nogeni ¢ PAHs[ a] 4.8 13.2
Renoval Pond Renoval Pond
No. 5 No. 6
Arsenic NA 59
Car ci nogeni ¢ PAHs[ a] 14. 3 NA
Zinc NA 490

Hot spot (ng/ kg)

Shingle Pile 2 Waste Pile
Chl or dane NA 24. 3
Car ci nogeni ¢ PAHs[ a] 626 36.4

Air (ug/cubic neter)
Chl or dane 0. 89

<Foot not e>

NA | ndicates that these chemicals were carried through the risk assessnent but did not produce
risks at levels of concern.

a The carcinogenic PAH data consists of the data for benzo(a)anthracene, chrysene,

benzo(a) pyrene, dibenzo(a, h)anthracene, benzo(b and/or k)fluoranthene and

i ndeno(1, 2, 3-c,d)pyrene. The concentration accounts for the relative potency of benzo(a)pyrene.
</ f oot not e>



Table 3
Exposure Assunptions for Soil,
Sedi nent, and Air Pat hways

Par anet er Adul t Wor ker Tr espasser
I ngestion Rate (ng/event) 50 100
Exposure Frequency (dy/yr) 250 80[ a]
Exposure Duration (yr) 30 9
Body Wi ght (kg) 70 35
Exposed Skin Area (cni2]) 2300 2500
Adher ence Factor (ng/cni2]) 0.2 0.2
Absorption Rate (netals) (% 0.1 0.1
Absorption Rate (organics) (% 1 1
Inhal ation Rate (ni3]/hr) 0.83 0.29
Exposure Tinme (hr/dy) 8 4
Par anet er Child Visitor Chi | d Resi dent
I ngestion Rate (ng/event) 200 200
Exposure Frequency (dy/yr) 100 280
Exposure Duration (yr) 5 5
Body Wi ght (kg) 16 16
Exposed Skin Area (cni2]) 2300 2500
Adher ence Factor (ng/cni2]) 0.2 0.2
Absorption Rate (netals) (% 0.1 0.1
Absorption Rate (organics) (% 1 1
Inhal ation Rate (ni3]/hr) 0.29 0.29
Exposure Tinme (hr/dy) 8 24

<Foot not e>
a The exposure frequency for trespasser exposure to sedinments is 30 dy/yr.
</ f oot not e>



Tabl e 4
Toxicity Values for Contam nants of Concern

Car ci nogeni ¢ Sl ope Factors

Sl ope Factor Wei ght of
Chemi cal (my/ kg-dy) [ -1] Evi dence Sour ce
Arsenic 1.8 A IRIS
Chl or dane 1.3 B2 IRIS
Benzo( a) pyrene[ a] 5.8 B2 ECAO
PCBs 7.7 B2 IR'S
Ref erence Doses (RfDs)
Ref erence Dose Critical
Chemi cal ( g/ kg- dy) Ef f ect Sour ce
Arsenic 3E-04 Keratosi s IRIS
Chl or dane 6E- 05 Li ver IRIS
Hypertrophy
Et hi on 5E- 04 Pl asnma IRIS
Chol i nest er ase
I nhi bition

<Foot not e>
a The toxicity equivalency factors (TEFs) used to evaluate the carcinogenic PAHs are:

Conpound TEF
Benzo( a) ant hr acene 0.1
Benzo( a) pyr ene 1.0
Benzo( b) f | uor ant hene 0.1
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene 0.1
Chrysene 0.01
Di benzo( a, h) ant hr acene 1.0
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-c, d) pyrene 0.1

IRIS = Integrated Ri sk Managenent System
ECAO = Environnental Criteria and Assessnent O fice
</ f oot not e>



These risks are probabilities that are generally expressed in scientific notation (e.g
1x10[-6]). An excess lifetine cancer risk of 1x10[6] indicates that an individual has an
additional 1 in 1,000,000 chance of devel oping cancer as a result of site-related exposure to a
carci nogen over a 70 year lifetime under the specific exposure conditions at a site. A sumary
of the potential current and future carcinogenic risks are contained in Tables 5 and 6

The potential for noncarcinogenic effects is evaluated by conparing an exposure |evel over a
specified tine period (e.g. lifetime) with a reference dose derived for a simlar exposure
period. The ratio of exposure to toxicity is called a hazard quotient (HQ. The hazard i ndex
(H') can be generated by adding the H® for all contam nants of concern that affect the sane
target organ (e.g. liver) within a mediumor across all nedia to which a given popul ati on nay
reasonably be exposed. The HQ is cal cul ated bel ow

Noncancer HQ = CDI/RFfFD

wher e: CDI
Rf D

chronic daily intake
ref erence dose

CDl and RfD are expressed in the sane units (ng/kg-day) and represent the same exposure period
(i.e., chronic, subchronic, or short-term.

A summary of the potential current and future Hgs is presented in Table 7. This table contains
risk informati on for chemicals and/or pathways whi ch have individual or cunulative Hgs which
exceed 0. 1.

Soil and Sedi nent Ri sks

For current use, risk levels from carcinogenic contam nants of concern in soil, sedinent and air
do not exceed the acceptable risk range. The highest current risk level, 4x10[-5] was for an
adult on-site worker. The H's for non-cancer risks did not exceed 1 for any current use
exposure pathways. Sedi nent exposure did not exceed either the risk range or an H of 1. The
risk to a potential trespasser exposed to shingle pile 2 (1x10[-4]) is at the upper end of the
acceptabl e risk range. Exposure to airborne pesticides are within the protective range for both
adult workers and child visitors.

For future use scenarios, the highest cancer risk (9x10[-5]) is associated with a child resident
havi ng direct contact with the site soils. Exposure to subsurface soils brought to the surface
by excavation and construction activities would not result in risks for future residents or

wor kers exceeding the target risk range. Al though future noncancer risks (HQ) for individua
pat hways do not exceed 1.0, the cumul ative noncancer risk (H) is 1.0 for a future residentia
exposure to surface soil, indicating that a future child resident nmay experience
non-carcinogenic toxic effects as a result of exposure to site surface soils.



Tabl e 5

Summary of Current Site Carcinogenic Risks[a]

Chemi cal
Arseni c
Chl or dane
PCBs

PAHs

Cumul ati ve

Chemi cal

Arseni c
PAHs

Chemi cal

Chl or dane
PAHs

Chemi cal

Chl or dane

<Foot not es>

Surface Soil - Direct Contact
Young Child Teenage
Adul t Worker Visitor Tr espasser
2E-6 2E-6 3E-7
1E-6 1E-6 2E-7
1E-6 2E-6 3E-7
3E-5 3E-5 5E-6
4E-5 3E-5 6E- 6
Sedinent - Direct Contact (Trespasser)
Nort h Drai nage
D tch Pond 2 Pond 5 Pond 6
NA NA NA 3E-6
1E-6 3E-6 3E-6 NA
Hot spot - Direct Contact (Trespasser)
Shingle Pile 2 Waste Pile
NA 1E-6
1E-4 1E-6
Air - Inhalation
Adul t Wor ker Yound Child Teenage
Visitor Tr espasser
2E-5 4E- 6 TE-7

a A cunmulative receptor risk can be obtai ned by summing the risks obtained fromeach exposure

route for an individual

NA
at

receptor.

I ndi cates that chenicals were carried through the risk assessnment but did not produce risks
| evel s of concern.
</ f oot not es>



Chemi cal
Arseni c
Chl or dane
PCBs

PAHs

Cumul ati ve

Chemi cal

Arseni c
PAHs

Cumul ati ve

Table 6

Sunmary of Future Site Carcinogenic Risks

Surface Soil - Direct Contact

Chil d Resi dent
5E-6
3E-6
4E-6
8E-5
9E-5
Subsurface Soil - Direct

Chil d Resi dent

2E-6
2E-5

2E-5

Cont act

Adul t Werker

3E-7
3E-6

4E- 6



Table 7
Summary of Hazard Quoti ents][a]

Current Scenarios (Direct Contact)

Chemi cal Child Visitor
Arseni c 6E-2
Chl or dane 2E-1
Et hi on 5E-2
Cumul ati ve 3E-1

Teenage Trespasser

Chemi cal Pond 6 Waste Pile
Arseni c 3E-2 NA

Chl or dane NA 1E-1

Et hi on 2E-2 NA

Zi nc 4E-2 NA

Cumul ati ve 1E-1 1E-1

Future Scenarios (Direct Contact)

Chi |l d Resi dent Chil d Resi dent
Chemi cal (Surface) (Subsur f ace)
Arseni c 2E-1 4E-2
Chl or dane 6E-1 1E-1
Et hi on 1E-1 1E-2
Lead[ b]
Cumul ati ve 1E+0 2E-1

<Foot not es>
a The hazard quotients are summarized in this table for which the
cunmul ati ve hazard index is equal to or greater than 0. 1.

b The I ead biokinetic nodel indicates that the blood |ead |evel
wi Il exceed the Agency benchmark of 10 ug/dl, in 24%of the
potential future residential popul ation exposed to surface soil
and 37% of the future popul ation potentially exposed to
subsurface soil.

NA Notation indicates that chemcals were carried through the risk
assessnent but did not produce risks at |evels of concern.
</ f oot not es>



The | ead upt ake/ bi oki netic nodel was used to estinmate the effect on the blood | ead | evel of a
future young child (0-5 years) resident resulting fromexposure to the surface and subsurface
soil nean | ead concentration in contam nated portions of the site. The nodel predicts that the
bl ood I ead level will exceed the Agency benchmark |evel of 10 ug/dl in 24%of the child

resi dential popul ati on exposed to surface soil and in 37%of the child residential population
exposed to subsurface soil.

To address the risks presented above, EPA cal cul ated potential Renedial Action Cbjectives (RAGCs)
which result in risks of 10[-4], 10[-5], and 10[ 6], and an H of 1.0. RAGCs were calculated for
the current on-site worker and the future child resident scenarios. Based on the current
industrial zoning of the Bay Druns site area and the unlikely scenario of the site being rezoned
residential, RAGs relating to cancer risk of 10[-4] and a noncancer H equal to 1.0 for a
current worker were used to identify the risk-based perfornmance standards for soils and
sediments at the site

G oundwat er R sks

The area-w de groundwater risk assessnent did not address current exposure since on-site
groundwater is not currently being used. However, the risks associated with possible future
exposure for workers or residents exceeds the risk range for both the shallow aquifer and the
deeper Floridan Aquifer, which is the current source of municipal water supplies in the area.

For this reason, actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe site soils and
sedinents into the groundwater, if not addressed by inplenenting the response action selected in
this ROD, may present an inmnent and substantial endangernent to the public health, welfare, or
the environnent. The endangernent is a result of the potential for further degradation of the
area-wi de groundwater via |eaching of contaminants fromthe contam nated site soils and

sedi ment s.

To address this concern, RAGs for soils and sedinments that are protective of groundwater were
devel oped for those contaminants at the site which were present in both soil and groundwater.
Straight partitioning and the SUMWERS nodel were used to devel op groundwater protection action
levels for five contam nants, including ethyl benzene, toluene, xylene, naphthal ene, and | ead
O these constituents, |lead was the only one which exceeded its groundwater protection renedia
action objective of 284 ppm

6.1.5 Uncertainties in R sk Assessnent

The eval uation of risks at a site depends on the devel opnment of a nunber of site-specific
assunptions and the use of experinentally-derived chemcal toxicity information. These
assunptions and experimental data introduce a small degree of uncertainty into site risk
assessnents. The nost significant uncertainty in this assessment is probably associated with
the toxicity assessment for carcinogenic PAHs and arsenic. Historically, the Agency has

eval uated the carcinogenic PAHs by summing and estinmating the risk with the carcinogenic sl ope
factor for benzo(a)pyrene (BaP). The Agency recogni zes that this could be an overly
conservative approach and is currently evaluating the use of relative potency factors for
assessing the carcinogenic potency of these conpounds relative to BaP. Region |V has adopted
these potency factors because it is believed that this nethod gives a closer approximation of
the risk associated with this class of chemcals.

The determ nation of the arsenic slope factor currently being used was reassessed recently by
the Ri sk Assessnent Forum and has been extensively peer reviewed. Based on this evaluation, the
sl ope factor could be nodified downward by as nmuch as an order of magnitude. This neans that
the carcinogenic risks associated with presented in the Bay Druns ri sk assessnent coul d be

over esti nat ed.



6.2 Environnmental Risks

The environnental risks at this site were addressed in a separate study (Area-w de Wtl ands
Impact Study). This study eval uated the ecol ogical status of the wetlands associated with the
Bay Drum Peak Ol and Reeves Southeastern sites. The results of this study are contained in
the Areawi de Wetl ands | npact Study Report. The wetlands associated with these three sites will
be addressed in a separate operable unit ROD.

7.0 DESCRI PTI ON CF ALTERNATI VES

A Feasibility Study (FS) was conducted to devel op and eval uate alternatives for addressing soil
and sedi ment contamination at the Bay Druns site. In the FS, renedial alternatives were

assenbl ed from applicable remedial activities known as process options. These alternatives were
initially evaluated for effectiveness, inplenentability, and cost. Based on this screening,
five alternatives were retained for evaluation against the nine criteria prescribed by the NCP.

I ncl uded anong the remedial alternatives is the no action alternative, which is required by the
NCP to serve as a basis for conparison for the other alternatives.

The alternatives considered for addressing soil and sedi nent contam nation at the Bay Druns site
include the follow ng:

- No Action

- Cont ai nnent

In-Situ Stabilization/Solidification

- Ex-Situ Stabilization/Solidification and On-Site Di sposal
- Ex-Situ Stabilization/Solidification and Of-Site D sposal

Al ternative
Al ternative
Al ternative
Al ternative
Al ternative

a s~ wWN P
'

A nunber of process options are common to all alternatives except Alternative 1. These
activities are described bel ow

Conduct groundwater nonitoring on a periodic basis in conjunction with groundwater
renmedi ation to assess renedial action performance and contam nant mgration.

Conduct perinmeter and work zone air nonitoring during remedial action activities to ensure
wor ker safety and prevent off-site em ssions.

Denol i sh, disnmantle, and decontam nate all on-site structures and dispose in an
appropriately permtted off-site landfill.

Di spose of an estinmated 5,000 cubi c yards of nonhazardous debris in an appropriately
permtted off-site landfill.

Di spose of approximately 27,000 cubic yards of shingle debris (known as the On-site
Shingles) in accordance with all applicable Federal, State, and | ocal requirenents.

Dredge approximately 1,500 cubic yards of sedinents fromthe pond areas and north drai nage
ditch and consolidate these sedinents onto another contam nated area of the site.

Dewat er and backfill the pond areas with clean fill nmaterial.
Construct drai nage ditches as needed to prevent ponding of water on the site.

Pl ace 4 inches of topsoil over remaining portions of the site and revegetate the site with
native grasses to prevent erosion.



7.1 Aternative 1 - No Action

In the No Action alternative, no renedial action would be taken at the Bay Druns site. Wile
EPA gui dance all ows the inclusion of environmental nonitoring in this alternative, no neasures
may be taken to reduce the potential for exposure through the use of institutional controls,
contai nnent, treatnment, or renoval of contam nated soils or sedinents. As required by SARA the
no action alternative provides a baseline for conparison with other alternatives that provide a
greater |evel of response

The process options which conprise the No Action alternative include the foll ow ng:
Conduct groundwater nonitoring on a periodic basis to assess contam nant nigration

For cost estinmting purposes, groundwater nonitoring is expected to occur on a sem -annual basis
for a period of 30 years.

The prinmary applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement (ARAR) for this alternative is
the treatment technique action level for lead in groundwater fromthe Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA). Model ing conducted by EPA indicates that if no action is taken to treat or contain
contam nated site soils, lead nay continue to | each into the groundwater above the action |evel
For this reason, Alternative 1 does not nmeet ARARs.

There are no capital costs associated with the inplenentation of Alternative 1. However, the
annual cost of groundwater sanpling and analysis is estimated to be $41,000, resulting in a
total net present worth cost over 30 years of approxinmately $640, 000.

7.2 Aternative 2 - Containnent

The Contai nnent alternative would isolate approxinately 16,500 cubic yards of contami nated soils
and sedinents, elimnating the potential for area residents and workers to be exposed to site
contam nants. In addition to the elenents comon to all alternatives described in Section 7.0
Alternative 2 incorporates the foll owi ng additional conponents

Erect an eight-foot security fence with appropriately spaced warning signs to prevent
entry.

Record deed notices with Hillsbhorough County advising that hazardous constituents are
di sposed on the site.

Install a slurry wall around the site which would be keyed into the clay confining unit
beneath the site

Construct a multimedia cap (as prescribed in RCRA Subtitle C over the consolidated waste
and key the cap into the slurry wall.

During installation of the slurry wall, sone excess slurry may be produced. Al though these
residuals are not expected to be contami nated, they can be placed on a contam nated portion of
the site (simlar to the sedinents) and contai ned beneath the nmultinedia cap

This alternative may not nmeet the SDWA treatnent technique action level for |lead in groundwater
since elevated lead levels in soils remaining onsite may continue to | each into the groundwater
Any construction activities which disturb contami nated soils woul d be designed to neet the

Nati onal Anbient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) of the Cean Air Act and Florida Arbient Air
Quality Standards. Finally, although the contam nants at the site are not considered to be RCRA



hazar dous wastes, the RCRA Subtitle C regulations woul d provi de m ni mrumtechnol ogy requirenents
for the design of the multinedia cap. In general, Alternative 2 can be designed to neet al
ARARs, al t hough nonitoring nmust be conducted to verify that | ead contam nati on does not continue
to leach into the groundwater above the SDWA action |evel

The annual operation and mai ntenance costs associated with Alternative 2 are estimated to be
about $20,000, with nmonitoring continuing for a period of 30 years. The net present worth cost
of this alternative is estimated to be $2, 940, 000.

7.3 Aternative 3 - In-Situ Stabilization/Solidification

Alternative 3 involves the in-place (in-situ) stabilization/solidification of approxinately
16, 500 cubic yards of |ead and pesticide-contanmi nated soils and sedinents. 1In addition to the
el ements common to all alternatives, the process options included in this renedial alternative
are listed bel ow

Erect an eight-foot security fence with appropriately spaced warning signs to prevent
entry.

Record deed notices with Hillsbhorough County advising that hazardous constituents are
di sposed on the site.

Treat contami nated soils and sedinents in place using a cenent or pozzol an-based in-situ
stabilization/solidification process.

Construct a |l ow perneability clay cap over stabilized areas to prevent percolation of
precipitation through the stabilized nmateri al

The in-situ stabilization/solidification process would result in treated materials remaining
within the saturated zone. No hazardous residuals are anticipated to result frominpl enentati on
of this alternative. Any excess stabilization and solidification agents nay be di sposed on-site
beneath the | ow perneability cap along with the treated naterial s.

By stabilization and solidification of contam nated naterials, this alternative can be desi gned
to prevent |eaching of contam nation above the SDWA treatnent technique action level for lead in
groundwater. Any construction activities which disturb contam nated soils woul d be designed to
nmeet the NAAQS and Florida Anbient Air Quality Standards. Additionally, real-tinme air

nmoni toring woul d be conducted in work zones and around the site perineter to ensure that these
standards are net. Therefore, Alternative 3 can be designed to neet all ARARs.

The annual operation and mai ntenance costs associated with Alternative 3 are estimated to be
about $20,000, with nmonitoring assuned to continue for a period of 30 years. The net present
worth cost of this alternative is estimated to be $3, 290, 000.

7.4 Aternative 4 - Ex-Situ Stabilization/Solidification and On Site D sposa

This alternative involves the excavation of contami nated materials, ex-situ stabilization/
solidification, and disposal of treated nmaterial onsite above the water table. A low
pernmeability clay cap would then be constructed to reduce rainwater infiltration through the
waste. In addition to the elenents common to all alternatives, Aternative 4 includes the
foll owi ng conponents:

Erect an eight-foot security fence with appropriately spaced warning signs to prevent
entry.



Record deed notices with Hillsbhorough County advising that hazardous constituents are
di sposed on the site.

Excavat e approxi mately 15,000 cubi c yards of contam nated soils

Treat contami nated soils and sedinents on-site in a cement or pozzol an-based ex-situ
stabilization/solidification treatnment process.

Di spose of treated soils and sedinments on-site in the excavated areas above the water
tabl e.

Construct a |l ow perneability clay cap over these materials to prevent percolation of
precipitation through the stabilized naterial

No hazardous residuals are anticipated to result frominplenentation of this alternative. Any
excess stabilization and solidification agents may be di sposed on-site beneath the | ow
pernmeability cap along with the treated nmaterial s.

Simlar to Alternative 3, by chemcal stabilization treatment and physical solidification of
contam nated materials, this alternative can be designed to prevent |eaching of contam nation
above the SDWA treatnent technique action level for lead in groundwater. Construction
activities which disturb contam nated soils woul d be designed to neet the NAAQS and Florida
Anbient Air Quality Standards, and work zone and perineter air nonitoring would be conducted to
ensure worker and public safety. Therefore, Alternative 4 can be designed to neet all ARARs.

The annual operation and mai ntenance costs associated with Alternative 4 are estimated to be
about $20,000, with nmonitoring assuned to continue for a period of 30 years. The net present
worth cost of this alternative is estimated to be $2, 680, 000.

7.5 Aternative 5 - Ex-Situ Stabilization/Solidification and Of Site D sposa

Alternative 5 involves many of the sane el enents as Alternative 4, with the exception that
treated materials woul d be disposed in an off-site landfill rather than on-site. In addition to
the el ements common to all alternatives, Alternative 5 includes the follow ng conponents:

Excavat e approxi mately 15,000 cubi c yards of contam nated soils

Treat approximately 16,500 cubic yards of contam nated soils and sedinents in an on-site
cement or pozzol an-based ex-situ stabilization/solidification treatnment process

Backfill excavated areas with clean fill.
i Di spose of treated soils and sedinent in an EPA approved off-site disposal facility.

No hazardous residuals are anticipated to result frominplenmentation of this alternative. Any
excess stabilization and solidification agents may either be disposed in on-site excavations or
off-site with the stabilized materials

This alternative prevents |eaching of contam nants into the groundwater above health-based
standards by stabilization and solidification of contam nated nmaterials and di sposal in an
off-site landfill. Construction activities which disturb contam nated soils would be desi gned
to neet the NAAQS and Florida Anbient Air Quality Standards, and work zone and perineter air
nmoni toring woul d be conducted to ensure worker and public safety. No fencing or institution
controls woul d be necessary since all contam nation which exceeds heal th-based | evel s woul d be



taken to an off-site landfill. Finally, all offsite disposal activities would conply with EPA's
Of-Site Policy. In summary, Alternative 5 can be designed to neet all ARARs.

The annual operation and mai ntenance costs associated with Aliternative 5 are estimated to be
about $20,000, with nmonitoring assuned to continue for only 5 years. The net present worth cost
of this alternative is estimated to be $3, 210, 000.
8.0 COVWPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF SOURCE CONTRCOL ALTERNATI VES
In this section, the performance of each alternative relative to the other alternatives will be
eval uated for each of the nine criteria identified in the March 1990 version of the NCP (40 CFR
Part 300.430). The criteria are listed in the NCP and discussed further in EPA s gui dance for
conducting Renedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies. The nine criteria are segregated
into three categories. Threshold Oriteria are those which dictate the mni numstandards with
which a renedial alternative nust conply. Prinmary Bal ancing Griteria include those which are
used to evaluate the effectiveness of the renedial alternatives. Finally, Mdifying Criteria
are those which nay be used in distinguishing between equally protective alternatives. The
breakdown of the nine criteria into these categories is shown bel ow
Threshold Oriteria

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Conpl i ance wi th ARARs
Primary Balancing Oriteria

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Volume through Treatnent

Short-term Ef f ecti veness

| npl enentability

Cost's
Modi fying Oriteria

St at e Accept ance

Communi ty Accept ance
A conparison of the remedial alternatives with respect to each of these criteria and each other
is presented in the following sections. Those alternatives which fail to neet the threshold
criteria of overall protection of human health and the environnent and conpliance with ARARs
will be elimnated fromfurther analysis. Table 8 provides a tabular summary of this analysis
8.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
This criterion assesses whether alternatives adequately protect human health and the environnent
and to what degree an alternative would elimnate, reduce, or control the risks to human health

and the environnent associated with the site, through treatnent, engineering, or institutiona
controls. It is an overall assessnent of protection that enconpasses an assessment of other



criteria such as long-termeffecti veness and pernanence, short-term effectiveness, and
conpl i ance with ARARs.

Al renedial alternatives except No Action are considered protective of human health and the
environnent. The No Action alternative allows constituents to remain on-site above healt h- based
level s, and potential inpacts to groundwater fromthese materials are not addressed. Since the
No Action alternative does not elimnate, reduce, or control any of the exposure pathways, it is
therefore not protective of human health or the environnment and will not be considered further
in this analysis as an option for addressing soil contam nation

Al though Alternative 2 may all ow the | eachi ng of contam nants above health-based criteria to
continue, the slurry wall around the site perineter would restrict off-site mgration of
contam nants, thereby reducing the potential for human exposure to site-related constituents.

Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 would reduce the risk fromcontani nated soils by i mobilizing
constituents through stabilization and solidification. Alternatives 3 and 4 woul d al so provide
addi tional protection by containing the treated materials on-site. Finally, Alternative 5 would
provide the greatest degree of protection through the secure disposal of treated materials in an
off-site landfill.

8.2 Conpliance with ARARs

This criterion considers whether a renmedial alternative neets all Federal and State ARARs.

Unl ess a waiver is justified, the selected renmedy nmust conply with all chem cal -specific

| ocation-specific, or action-specific ARARs. All renmining alternatives can be designed to neet
ARARs. Al though Alternative 2 allows untreated contam nated nmedia to renmain on-site, this
alternative prevents degradation of off-site groundwater by containing contam nated groundwater
within a slurry wall. Although RCRA is not an ARAR the nmultinedia cap will be designed to neet
RCRA Subtitle C mini mumtechnol ogy requirenents.

8.3 Long-Term Ef fecti veness and Per nanence

This criterion assesses whether a renedial alternative would carry a potential, continual risk
to human health and the environnent after the renmedial action is conpleted. An evaluation is
nmade as to the nagnitude of the residual risk present after the conpletion of the renedia
actions as well as the adequacy and reliability of controls that could be inplenented to nonitor
and nanage the residual risk remnaining

Alternative 5 is considered to provide the greatest degree of long termeffectiveness since the
residual risk remaining at the site after inplenentation would be mninmal. However, residual

ri sks associated with the treated nmaterials would be transferred to another location by off-site
transport and disposal. Mnitoring of the effectiveness of this alternative is likely to be
limted to an initial 5-year period, after which the site may be considered for delisting from
the National Priorities List (NPL) with no further nonitoring

Al remaining alternatives will involve increasing degrees of residual risk and will require
varyi ng anounts of nonitoring and nai ntenance of site conditions for some period of tine. The
residual risks associated with Alternatives 3 and 4 will be fairly snmall, since the contam nants

will be imobilized through treatnment and isolated through capping. These alternatives will
require periodic groundwater nonitoring and an initial Five Year Review to nonitor the
effectiveness of the renedial action, after which EPA nay determ ne that no additiona
nonitoring i s necessary.

Alternative 2 will involve a higher degree of residual risk, since no treatnent is done to



reduce toxicity, nmobility, or volune. This alternative relies heavily on the continued
mai nt enance of the multinedia cap, enforcenment of institutional controls, and periodic
groundwat er nmonitoring to insure the effectiveness of the engi neered contai nment neasures.

8.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volune through Treat nment

This criterion assesses the degree to which a renedial alternative, by utilizing treatnent

t echnol ogi es, would pernmanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, nmobility, or volune of
hazar dous substances at the site. The assessnent focuses on the nagnitude, significance and
irreversibility of treatnent.

Alternative 5 provides the greatest degree of nobility reduction by stabilization/solidification
of the waste and disposal in a secure off-site facility. The two on-site treatnent

alternatives, Alternatives 3 and 4, will reduce constituent nobility by fixing contamnants in a
solidified matrix. Aternative 2 is not considered to reduce nobility since site contam nants
are nerely contained through the use of engineered controls.

None of the alternatives provides any reduction in the toxicity or volune of site constituents
Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 are expected to result in an increase in the total volune of
cont am nat ed nedi a because of the addition of stabilization and solidification agents. However
no increase in the volunme of constituents occurs.

8.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

This criterion assesses the degree to which human health and the environment woul d be inpacted
during the construction and i nplenentation of the renedial alternative. The protection of

wor kers, the community, and the surrounding environment as well as the time to achieve the
renmedi al response objectives are considered in making this assessnent.

Alternative 2 will have few short-terminpacts. The construction activities associated with
Alternative 2 will involve mninal disturbances of contam nated soils, although the dredging of
contam nated sedinents nmay require the use of dust and vapor controls. Depending upon the

nmet hod sel ected for in place stabilization, Alternative 3 may result in significant dust
generation during the mxing process, requiring the use of air nonitoring and dust suppression
neasur es.

Both ex-situ treatnent alternatives (Alternatives 4 and 5) will involve the use of nunerous

pi eces of heavy construction equi pnent and significant disturbances of contam nated soils.
Therefore, careful construction staging will be necessary to provide a safe working environnent.
Additionally, air nonitoring and dust suppression will need to be used to mnimze inpacts from
dust generated during renedial action activities.

8.6 |Inplenentability

This criterion assesses the technical and adm nistrative feasibility of inplenmenting a renedia
alternative and the availability of services and materials required during inplenentation

Wil e each of the alternatives will involve sone technical and/or adm nistrative inplenentation
i ssues, Alternative 4 appears to involve the least. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 will require

obtai ning agreenents fromsite owers to file deed notices to restrict site access and

devel opnent .

Alternative 5 which involves the off-site transportati on and di sposal of stabilized naterials
has a nunber of administrative issues which may arise during inplenentation. |In recent years



comunities in which industrial or hazardous waste landfills are |ocated have often resisted the
importation of Superfund wastes fromother comunities or states. This has resulted in del ays
to the projects and increased costs. Additionally, extensive adm nistrative effort nust be
expended to secure the appropriate transportation pernits, waste codes, and nani fests before
taking the wastes off-site.

Finally, Alternatives 2 and 3 are the only alternatives which are expected to encounter
technical inplenentability issues. For Alternative 2, the installation of the slurry wall in
the sandy soils at the Bay Druns site may present unique difficulties in keeping the trench
excavation open. For Alternative 3, underground obstructions may be encountered in performng
the in-situ mxing activities which could conprom se the mxing efficiency, resulting in a
lowstrength nmonolith or pockets of unstabilized soils. The renmining alternatives involve
straightforward construction technol ogi es which are not expected to present any uni que technica
difficulties.

8.7 Cost

This criterion assesses the capital costs, operation and mai ntenance costs, and total present
worth anal ysis associated with inplenenting a renedial alternative. The capital costs are
divided into direct costs and indirect costs. Direct capital costs include construction costs
equi pnent costs, and site devel opnent costs. Indirect capital costs include engineering
expenses and contingency all owances. Operation and nmi ntenance (08 costs are
post-construction costs necessary to ensure the continued effectiveness of a renedial action

In accordance with EPA gui dance, the estinmated costs presented in the FS are expected to provide
an accuracy of +50 to -30 percent (USEPA 1988). EPA' s detail ed cost cal culations for each
alternative are provided in Appendi x A

The | east expensive alternative is Alternative 4 at $2.68 mllion, and Alternative 2 is the
mediumpriced alternative at $2.94 nmillion. The remaining two alternatives, Aternatives 3 and
5, cost $3.29 nillion and $3.21 mllion, respectively, which is a price variation of |ess than 3
percent. The alternatives evaluated represent a difference of about 23 percent between the

| owest and hi ghest priced alternatives, providing the Agency with a range of reasonably priced
alternatives fromwhich to select the preferred renedial action for the site.

8.8 State Acceptance

This criterion assesses the technical and adm nistrative issues and concerns the state may have
regardi ng each of the renedial alternatives. Many of these concerns are addressed through
conpl i ance with applicabl e ARARs.

The State of Florida, as represented by the Florida Departnment of Environmental Regul ation
(FDER), has been the support agency during the Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
process for the Bay Druns site. In accordance with 40 CFR 300.430, as the support agency, FDER
has provided input during this process. Based upon coments received fromFDER it is expected
that concurrence will be forthcom ng; however, a formal letter of concurrence has not yet been
recei ved.

8.9 Comunity Acceptance

This criterion assesses the issues and concerns the public may have regardi ng each of the
renmedial alternatives. In order to solicit the public's input, EPA issued a Proposed Plan fact
sheet in August 1992 and held a comment period from August 13 to Septenber 12, 1992 in order to
obtain the comunity's input. Additionally, EPA conducted a joint public neeting for the Bay



Druns, Peak Ql, and Reeves sites on August 18, 1992 in which EPA representatives presented the
results of the RI/FS and discussed EPA's preferred alternative for the three sites. Only a
handful of residents fromthe surrounding comunity attended the neeting

EPA' s response to the comrents that were received at the public neeting and during the coment
peri od have been summarized i n the Responsiveness Summary in Section Il of this ROD. Wile few
concerns were expressed by the |l ocal conmmunity about any of the alternatives considered for the
Bay Druns site, EPA is concerned that the comunities surrounding the off-site di sposa
facilities selected in conjunction with the inplenentation of Alternative 5 might resist the
inmportation of Superfund wastes into their comunities. This is not a concern for the renaining
alternatives, which involve primarily onsite activities.

9.0 SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon consi deration of the requirenents of CERCLA, the detailed analysis of renedial
alternatives using the nine criteria, and public coments, EPA has selected Alternative 4 as the
nost appropriate renedial alternative for addressing source contam nation at the Bay Druns site.
The specific el ements which conprise the selected renedy are di scussed bel ow.

Tr eat nent Conponent s

Approxi mately 16,500 cubic yards of contam nated soils and sedi ments exceedi ng perfornance
standards shall be treated on-site using an ex-situ stabilization/solidification process. The
stabilization/solidification process used for treating contam nated soils and sedi ments shal
utilize a conbination of Portland cenent and fly ash or other pozzolans to produce a relatively
hi gh-strength, |ow perneability nonolith. Treatability studies shall be conducted during
Remedi al Design to determ ne what inpacts the presence of organi cs conpounds and shingle
fragments may have on the ability of the stabilization/solidification process to neet

per formance st andards

Those areas of the site which exceed perfornmance standards based on the results of the R are
shown in Figure 6. Excavation of additional areas nay be necessary based on the results of
confirmational sanpling conducted during the renedial design and remedi al action phases. Soils
shal | be excavated using conventional construction equi prent such as backhoes, scrapers, and
dozers, and soil excavations shall be designed to prevent caving. Surface pond and ditch
sedinents shall either be renoved with a backhoe or dredged using physical nmeans such as a
dragline. Dewatering of surface ponds nay be necessary prior to renoval of sedinents

Excavat ed areas and surface ponds shall be backfilled with clean inported fill.

Cont ai nnent and Di sposal Conponents

Fol l owi ng stabilization/solidification, treated naterials shall be disposed on-site above the
water table. This shall be acconplished through placenment of the stabilized naterials in the
former process areas fromwhich they were excavated. Sone of the treated material may be

di sposed bel ow natural ground surface, provided that these materials renain above the water
table during all times of the year. However, partial backfilling of excavated areas nay be
necessary to ensure that waste is not disposed in the saturated zone.

A low perneability surface cap (illustrated in Figure 7) shall be constructed over treated
materials. This cap shall be constructed of a |ow perneability soil |ayer (approxinmately 2 ft.
thick) with a mninmumperneability of 10[-7] cnmisec and a 1 ft. topsoil layer to sustain
vegetation. The area designated for treated soil disposal and capping is shown in Figure 8.
Additionally, the renmaining portions of the site shall be covered with 1 foot of topsoil cover
to prevent runoff potentially affected by residual contam nation bel ow performance standards



frominpacting wetlands near the site. Finally, the entire site shall be seeded with native
grasses to prevent erosion of the cap and soil cover

Prior to the excavation of contam nated soils, all site structures nust be denolished or
di smant |l ed and decontam nated. Denolition debris shall be disposed i n a non-hazardous

industrial waste landfill, provided that sanpling is conducted to denbnstrate that the materia
is not hazardous. |If sanpling indicates that the materials are hazardous and decontami nation is
not possible, then the material nust be disposed in a hazardous waste landfill. Cher

non- hazardous debris present at the site which is associated with past operations shall be

di sposed off-site. EPA has not quantified the anmount of material requiring disposal, but for
cost estimating purposes, a volune of 5,000 cubic yards of non-hazardous debris was assuned.
Additionally, an estinmated 27,000 cubic yards of shingle debris (known as the On-site Shingles)
shal | be disposed in accordance with all applicable Federal, State, and |ocal requirenents. Al
off-site disposal activities nust conply with EPA's Revised Procedures for Inplenenting Of-Site
Response Actions (Of-Site Policy).

The sel ected remedy does not address the off-site Shingle Pile on the H I sborough County
property adjacent to the Bay Druns site. EPA the State of Florida, and H Il sborough County are
currently evaluating options for addressing this materi al

General Conponents

The entire site shall be fenced with a new ei ght-foot security fence topped with three strands
of barbed wire. Warning signs shall be placed at appropriate intervals, indicating that

hazar dous substances are di sposed at the site and provi ding EPA' s phone nunber for information
on the site. Any existing site fencing shall be renoved and sal vaged or di sposed as

non- hazardous in an off-site landfill.

During design, the inpacts of construction activities on site drainage patterns shall be
evaluated to determne if additional drainage ditches nust be constructed. At a mininmum it is
expected that a drainage ditch surrounding the surface cap will be necessary to manage drai nage
fromthe cap. |In general, vegetated open trapezoidal channels will be used to acconplish this
purpose. Mnitoring of surface water and sedinent runoff fromthe site shall be conducted to
eval uate the effectiveness of the soil cover in preventing inpacts to the wetlands. The
frequency and duration of this nonitoring shall be established during the Renedial Design. Deed
notices shall be filed with H Il sborough County advising that hazardous substances are di sposed
on-site. Additionally, the notice shall restrict the use of the site to activities which do not
conprom se the effectiveness or integrity of the renedial action

Finally, groundwater nonitoring shall be conducted on an annual basis. |In general, analyses for
| ead and chl ordane shall be perforned on sanples fromboth the surficial and Floridan aquifers
EPA anticipates that this portion of the source control renedy will be conducted in conjunction
with the area-w de groundwater renmedy. EPA will conduct a fornal review (Five Year Review) of
the data five years after initiation of the renedial action and every five years thereafter to
eval uate the effectiveness of the remedy. This reviewis required under Section 121 of CERCLA to
assure that hunman health and the environnent are being protected by the renedial action being
inpl enented. Based on this review, EPA will nake a determ nation as to whether groundwater
nonitoring and Five Year Revi ews should continue, additional renedial action is required, or the
source control renedy is operating properly. Final delisting of the site depends upon the
effective operation of all operable units for the site

ARARs Addressed by the Sel ected Renedy

Those ARARs which specifically relate to the selected renedy are presented below. This list is



not exhaustive, and EPA nay determine that other requirenments are appropriate for chemcals or
condi tions encountered or actions taken at the site. The ngjor federal ARARs which shall be
attained by the selected renedy are as foll ows:

Safe Drinking Water Act, 40 CFR 141.11-141.16, 141.50141.51

RCRA Toxicity Characteristics Rule, 55 FR 11798

Clean Air Act, 40 CFR 50, National Anmbient Air Quality Standards

Endanger ed Species Act, 50 CFR Part 402

Nati onal Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), 40 CFR Part 61.240-247
The nmajor State ARARs which shall be net by the selected renedy are as foll ows:

Fl orida Drinking Water Standards, FAC 17-550.

Fl orida Rul es on Hazardous Waste Warning Signs, FAC 17736

Florida Air Pollution Rules, FAC 17-2.1.

Florida Anbient Air Quality Standards, FAC 17-2.3

The Land D sposal Restrictions (LDRs) identified in 40 CFR 268 are not ARARs for the selected
remedy for the Bay Druns site since no listed wastes are present at the site, and | eaching tests
conducted during the Rl denonstrated that site soils were not characteristic hazardous wastes as
defined in RCRA (40 CFR 261). However, the RCRA Toxicity Characteristics Rul e does provide
performance standards for |eaching potential for |ead and chl ordane.

9.1 Renedial Action ojectives

As a part of the Baseline R sk Assessnent presented in the R, renedial action objectives (RAGs)
for soils and sedinents were determ ned for several exposure scenarios and various carcinogenic
risk levels. Based on the industrial character of the facilities surrounding the Bay Druns site
and the expectation that the area will remain industrial in the future, EPA determ ned that a
cancer risk of 10[-4] for a current worker scenario is appropriate for the site. Based on the
data collected to date, none of the carcinogenic risk |evels were exceeded in the soils,
sedinents or surface water. Al though the noncarci nogeni ¢ exposure point concentration for

chl ordane for the current worker scenario did not exceed the RAGs, certain hotspot areas did
exceed RAGCs and will require renmediation. Additionally, the noncarcinogenic RAO for |ead was
exceeded. A summary of the RAGs for these two constituents is presented in Table 9.

RAGCs for soils and sedinents that are protective of groundwater were al so devel oped for those
contami nants at the site which were present in both soil and groundwater. Straight partitioning
and the SUMMVERS nodel were used to devel op groundwater protection RAGs for five contam nants,

i ncluding ethyl benzene, toluene, xylene, naphthalene, and lead. O these constituents, |ead
was the only one which exceeded its groundwater protecti on RAO of 284 ppm

9.2 Perfornmance Standards
Based on the RAGs identified in Section 9.1, perfornmance standards for excavation and treatnment

of soils and sedinent were devel oped to protect human health, to prevent contam nation of the
groundwater, and to be in conpliance with ARARs. Excavation and dredgi ng shall continue unti



the remaining soils and sedinents are at or bel ow the perfornmance standards. Al excavation
shall conply with ARARs, and testing nethods approved by EPA shall be used to determ ne whet her
t he performance standards have been achi eved. Based on the appropriate risk |levels and
groundwat er protection standards for the site, the perfornmance standards for the chem cals of
concern which shall be achieved by the selected renedy are as foll ows:

Per f or mance

Chemi cal St andards (ng/ kg)
Lead 284
Chl or dane 180

After the material that is contam nated above the performance standards is excavated or dredged,
it isto be stabilized. Based in part on discussions with FDER and EPA technical staff and the
gui delines provided in the EPA publication Stabilization/Solidification of CERCLA and RCRA

Wast es ( EPA/ 625/ 689/ 022, May 1989), EPA has determined that the follow ng performance standards
for the stabilized material shall be net:

Par anet er Per f ormance Standard Test Met hod

Perneability 10[-7] cnisec EPA Met hod 9100-
SV846

Unconfi ned 250 psi ASTM 1633- 84

Conpr essi ve

Strength

Leachability < 5 ng/l Lead TCLP

< .03 ng/l Chlordane
Leachability 10[-12] nu/l Modi fied ANS 16.1

For the |ow perneability surface cap, the follow ng performance standard shall apply:

Par anet er Per f or mance St andard Test Met hod
Perneability 10[-7] cnisec ASTM D1557 or
equi val ent

Because certain perfornmance standards nay not be determined until the Renedial Design phase, the
list of performance standards in this section is not considered to be exhaustive and nay be
subject to nodification by the Agency during RD RA inpl enent ati on.

10.0 STATUTCORY DETERM NATI ONS

Under CERCLA Section 121, EPA nust select renedies that are protective of hunan health and the
environnent, conply with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (unless a statutory
wai ver is justified), are cost effective, and utilize pernmanent solutions and alternative

treat nent technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi mumextent practicable. 1In
addi tion, CERCLA includes a preference for renedies that enploy treatnment that pernanently and
significantly reduces the volune, toxicity, or nmobility of hazardous wastes as their principal
element. The follow ng sections discuss how the selected renmedy neets these statutory

requi renents.



10.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

The sel ected renmedy protects human health and the environment by inmmobilization of contaninants
in the stabilized matrix and di sposal of the nmatrix above the water table. Stabilization will
reduce the nobility of contami nants in the soil, thereby reducing the risk associated with
further degradation of on-site groundwater. Capping of the treated soils with a | ow contact of
| ead and pesticide-contaminated materials. Additionally, the topsoil and vegetated cover over
the remaining portions of the site will prevent runoff potentially affected by residua

contam nati on bel ow perfornance standards frominpacting adj acent wetlands. Finally, fencing
and deed notices will restrict access to the site, further reducing the potential for exposure

10.2 Conpliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenments (ARARs)

The sel ected remedy of excavation, stabilization/solidification, on-site disposal, and cappi ng
of contam nated soils and sedinents will conply with all applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirenents (ARARs). The ARARs are presented bel ow

Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARs

Safe Drinking Water Act, 40 CFR 141.11-141.16, 141.50141.51. Treatnent techni que action
level for lead is relevant and appropriate in devel opnent of soil action |evels which are
protective of site groundwater.

Fl orida Drinking Water Standards, FAC 17-550. Maxi mum contam nant |level for lead is
rel evant and appropriate for devel opnent of soil action |evels protective of groundwater

Clean Air Act, 40 CFR 50. Provides National Anmbient Air Quality Standards which are
rel evant and appropriate to lead and particulate em ssions resulting fromrenedi a
activities conducted at the site

Florida Anbient Air Quality Standards, FAC 17-2.3. Relevant and appropriate to renedia
activities conducted at the site which may generate | ead and particul ate em ssions.

RCRA Toxicity Characteristics Rule, 55 FR 11798. Rel evant and appropriate in providing
perfornmance standards for |ead and chlordane for TCLP testing of stabilized material

Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs
Endangered Species Act, 50 CFR Part 402. Applicable to site construction activities which
may inmpact the critical habitat of endangered or threatened species present in the site

ar ea.

Fl ori da Rul es on Hazardous Waste Warning Signs, FAC 17736. ldentifies requirenents
applicable to signs around perineter and at entrances of site.

Action- Speci fic ARARs
Nati onal Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), 40 CFR Part 61.240-247
Rel evant and appropriate to the handling of asbestos-contam nated shingle debris (On-site

Shi ngl es).

Florida Air Pollution Rules, FAC 17-2.1. Applicable to remedial activities conducted at
the site which may generate air em ssions.



10.3 Cost Effectiveness

EPA believes this remedy will elimnate the risks to human health at an estinated cost of
$2,680,000. This alternative is the |east expensive of the remaining alternatives. Even at a
| ower cost, the selected renmedy provides an additional neasure of protectiveness over
Alternative 2 by providing treatnment of the waste nmaterial, and it provides additiona
groundwat er protection over Alternative 3 by ensuring the disposal of treated naterials above
the water table. Finally, it avoids potentially costly adm nistrative del ays which are often
associated with off-site

di sposal actions such as Alternative 5

10.4 Wilization of Pernmanent Solutions to the Maxi num Extent Practicable

EPA has determned that the sel ected renedy represents the maxi mumextent to whi ch pernanent

sol utions and treatnment technol ogies can be utilized in a cost-effective manner for the source
control operable unit at the Bay Druns site. O those alternatives that are protective of human
health and the environnent and conply with ARARs, EPA has determined that the sel ected renedy
provi des the best balance of trade-offs in terns of |long-termeffectiveness and pernanence,
reduction in toxicity, nobility, or volume achieved through treatment, short-termeffectiveness,
inplenentability, and cost, while also considering the statutory preference for treatnent as a
principal elenent and considering state and comunity acceptance

The selected renmedy will address the principal threats posed by the soils and sedi nents through
stabilization/solidification, achieving significant reductions in the nobility of |ead and
chlordane. This remedy provides nore or equally effective treatnent as any of the alternatives
considered, and it will cost less than any alternative except No Action. The treatnent of the
contam nated soils and sedinent is consistent with program expectations that indicate that

hi ghly toxic and nobile wastes are a priority for treatnent and often necessary to ensure the
long-termeffectiveness of a renedy.

10.5 Preference for Treatnent as a Principal El enent

By i mmobilizing the contaminants in a stabilized matrix, the selected renmedy addresses one of
the principal threats posed by the site through the use of treatnent technol ogies. The threat
posed by contami nated groundwater at the site will be addressed by the Area-Wde G oundwat er

r ermredy.

11.0 DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for the Bay Druns site, which was released for public comrent in August 1992
identified Alternative 4 as the preferred alternative for soil and sediment renediation. EPA
reviewed all witten and verbal comments submitted during the public coment period. As
described in the FS, the Proposed Plan included a 4 inch topsoil cover as part of the
revegetation of the site. However, based on comments received fromthe natural resource
trustees and FDER, EPA added a requirement to increase the topsoil cover on renaining portions
of the site from4 inches to 1 foot to prevent runoff potentially affected by residua

contam nati on bel ow perfornance standards to inpact adjacent wetlands. Monitoring of surface
wat er and sedi nent runoff fromthe site will also be required to evaluate the effectiveness of
the soil cover. This change will result in an estinmated increase of $36,000 in the overall cost
of the selected remedy. No other significant changes to the renedy, as originally identified in
the Proposed Plan, were necessary.



